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REMARKS 

I. Summary of the Office Action 

Claims 1-20 will be pending in the application after entry of new claims 19-20. 

The Examiner objected to the drawings due to typographical errors therein. 

The specification was objected to by the Examiner for failing to mention figures 6 and 7 
in the brief description of the drawings section. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6,834,050 to Madour et al. (hereinafter, "Madour"). 

II. Summary of Applicants' Reply 

Applicants have amended claims 1-4, 10-12, and 16-18. Applicants have also added new 
claims 19-20. No new matter has been added by the amendments or additions to the claims. 

Applicants have proposed amendments to the specification and the drawings in response 
to the Examiner's objections thereto. No new matter would be added by these amendments to 
the specification and drawings. 

The Examiner's objections and rejection are respectfully traversed by Applicants. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of this application in light of the 
following. 

III. The Objection to the Drawings 

The Examiner objected to the drawings due to typographical errors therein. In particular, 
the Examiner stated that, in figure 3, "PSDN" should be "PDSN" and that, in box 1010 of 
figure 5, "FORM" should be "FROM." 

In response to the Examiner's objection to the drawings, Applicants have proposed 

amending figures 3 and 5 in order to correct the typographical errors cited by the Examiner. In 

particular, Applicants have proposed amending figure 3 to change all three instances of "PSDN" 

to "PDSN." In addition, Applicants have proposed amending figure 5 to change "FORM" in 

box 1010 to "FROM." No new matter would be added by these amendments to the drawings. 
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In accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.121, replacement sheets of drawings containing FIGS. 3 
and 5 are enclosed herewith. 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner enter the proposed amendments to the 
drawings and withdraw the objection thereto. 

IV. The Objection to the Specification 

The specification was objected to by the Examiner for failing to mention figures 6 and 7 
in the brief description of the drawings section therein. 

In response to the Examiner's objection to the specification, Applicants have proposed 
amending the paragraph at page 8, lines 18-19 of the specification to correct a typographical 
error. In particular, Applicants have proposed amending this paragraph of the specification to 
change "Figs. 5, 8" to "Figs. 5-8." No new matter would be added by this amendment to the 
specification. 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner enter the amendment to the 
specification and withdraw the objection thereto. 

V. The Rejection of Independent Claims 1, 4, 10-12 and 16-18 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

Each of the pending claims, including independent claims 1,4, 10-12 and 16-18, were 
rejected by the Examiner under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Madour. The 
Examiner's rejection of these claims is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants respectfully submit that, contrary to the Examiner's contention, each of 
independent claims 1,4, 10-12 and 16-18 are allowable for at least the reasons set forth below. 

A. Independent Claims 1 and 16-18 are Allowable over Madour 

The Examiner rejected independent claims 1 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Madour. The Examiner's rejection of these claims is respectfully traversed 
by Applicants. 

Generally speaking, the invention defined by independent claim 1 relates to a method for 
use in managing data interconnections in a mobile communications network having multiple 
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packet control function entities (PCFs) and multiple packet data serving nodes (PDSNs). As 
amended, independent claim 1 requires each of the following (emphasis added): 

receiving information for a Mobile Subscriber (MS); 

associating the MS with a selected one of the PDSNs when the MS is in a first 
area covered by a first PCF; and 

associating the MS with the same selected one of the PDSNs, based on a selection 
made by one of the PDSNs , when the MS moves from the first area covered by 
the first PCF to a second area covered by a second PCF. 

Madour, on the other hand, discusses three different methods of operation of using a PCF 
to determine which PDSN to select on behalf of a mobile node (MN) for hosting a data session 
{see, e.g., column 4, lines 36-60 of Madour). According to the first method of operation, a PCF 
serving the MN uses a simple hash function (which itself uses a static lookup table) to initially 
select a PDSN and to later re-select the same PDSN. Similarly, according to the second method 
of operation, the simple hash function is used by a PCF to initially select a PDSN. Following 
this selection, a cache memory in the PCF retains the IP address of the selected PDSN and an 
identifier for the MN for a predetermined time period. After a PCF handoff has occurred, and if 
the MN returns to the original PCF within the predetermined time period, the original PCF uses 
the MN identifier and the PDSN IP address that were retained in its cache memory to reconnect 
the MN to the initially selected PDSN. Finally, according to the third method of operation, a 
PCF initially selects a PDSN, and also supplies the MN with the PDSN IP address. Then, 
following a PCF handoff, the MN supplies the current serving PCF with the PDSN IP address to 
be used by this PCF for selecting the same PDSN. 

Unlike the invention defined by independent claim 1, Madour does not disclose 
associating an MN (or MS) that has moved between PCFs with the same PDSN "based on a 
selection made by one of the PDSNs " (emphasis added). Rather, in Madour, when an MN 
moves from a first PCF to a second PCF, it is the second PCF that is responsible for selecting the 
same PDSN. In particular, as explained above, following a move from a first PCF to a second 
PCF, the MN provides the second PCF with the PDSN IP address, which is then used by the 
second PCF for selecting the appropriate PDSN. Nowhere in its entirety does Madour disclose, 
teach, or suggest the selection of an appropriate PDSN being made by a PDSN , as required by 
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claim 1. Thus, Madour also fails to disclose "executing, by one of the PDSNs , a selection 
protocol to make the second selection," as required by claim 2 (emphasis added). 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claim 1, and claims 2-3 which depend from claim 1, are allowable over Madour. 

Furthermore, as each of independent claims 16-18 require that an appropriate PDSN be 
chosen "based on a selection made by [a PDSN]" after an MS has moved from an area covered 
by a first PCF to an area covered by a second PCF, Applicants respectfully submit that these 
claims are also allowable over Madour. 

In light of the above, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection of claims 1-3 and 16-18. 

B. Independent Claims 4 and 10 are Allowable over Madour 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Madour. The Examiner's rejection of this claim is respectfully traversed by Applicants. 

Generally speaking, the invention defined by independent claims 4 and 10 also relates to 
a method for use in managing data interconnections in a mobile communications network having 
multiple PCFs and multiple PDSNs. As amended, independent claim 4 requires each of the 
following (emphasis added): 

determining that a first PCF has issued a first connection request on behalf of a 
Mobile Subscriber (MS); 

as a result of the first connection request, executing, by one of the PDSNs, a 
selection protocol a first time to select a particular one of the PDSNs that 
corresponds to the MS; 

determining that a second PCF has issued a second connection request on behalf 
of the MS; and 

executing, by one of the PDSNs , the selection protocol a second time to select the 
same one of the PDSNs that was selected as a result of the first connection 
request. 

Moreover, as amended, independent claim 10 requires each of the following (emphasis added): 
maintaining a dynamic list of the PDSNs; 
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executing a hashing protocol by one of the PDSNs , in response to a received 
connection request from one of the PCFs, to map a number derived from an MS 
identification number onto the dynamic list of the PDSNs; 

deriving a result from the mapping; and 

including the result in a response to the connection request issued by the one of 
the PCFs. 

However, Madour does not disclose, teach, or suggest using a PDSN in any method of operation 
to select an appropriate PDSN after an MN has moved from a first PCF to a second PCF, much 
less by "executing ... a selection protocol" as required by claim 4 or by "executing a hashing 
protocol" as required by claim 10. Rather, as explained above with regard to the rejection of 
independent claim 1, it is the PCFs in Madour, and not any PDSN, that determines which PDSN 
to use. 

In addition, with regard to independent claim 10, Applicants respectfully submit that 
Madour also fails to disclose the use of a " dynamic list of the PDSNs" (claim 10, emphasis 
added). Rather, as explained, for example, in column 4, lines 61-63, Madour discloses the use of 
a static lookup table 34 that maintains an ordered list of the PDSNs. As a result, unlike the 
claimed invention, which is able to dynamically account for the addition or removal of PDSNs as 
well as load changes, in Madour, problems are likely to arise when the availability of the PDSN 
indicated by the static lookup changes due to temporary congestion or for some other reason 
{see, e.g., column 5, lines 27-31 of Madour). 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claim 4 and 10, and claims 5-9 which depend from claim 4, are allowable over Madour. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of 
claims 4-10. 

Applicants also respectfully submit that, regardless of the patentability of independent 
claim 10, new claim 20 which depends from independent claim 10 is allowable over Madour. In 
particular, Applicants respectfully submit that nowhere in Madour is it disclosed to " dynamically 
repartition[] the key space associated with the PDSNs" as required by claim 20 (emphasis added) 
and described, for example, at page 13, lines 1-12 and page 14, lines 1-11 of the Applicants' 
specification. 
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C. Independent Claim 11 is Allowable over Madour 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Madour. The Examiner's rejection of this claim is respectfully traversed by 
Applicants. 

Generally speaking, the invention defined by independent claim 1 1 also relates to a 
method for use in managing data interconnections in a mobile communications network having 
multiple PCFs and multiple PDSNs. As amended, independent claim 1 1 requires each of the 
following (emphasis added): 

determining that a first PCF has issued a first connection request on behalf of a 
Mobile Subscriber (MS); and 

executing, by an external server , a selection protocol to select, from among the 
PDSNs, a PDSN that corresponds to the MS. 

However, in Madour, when an MN moves from a first PCF to a second PCF, it is the second 
PCF, and not any other entity such as an external server , that is responsible for selecting a PDSN 
that corresponds to the MN as required by claim 1 1 . 

In rejecting claim 1 1, the Examiner stated that Madour "teaches using [a] BSC to 
determine whether to retrieve the IP address of the assigned PDSN from the MN in order to 
select a PDSN that corresponds to the MN" (Office Action, page 4). Even assuming arguendo 
that this is true, this is not the same as "executing, by an external server, a selection protocol to 
select ... a PDSN" as required by claim 1 1 (emphasis added). 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claim 1 1 is allowable over Madour. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejection of this claim. 

D. Independent Claim 12 is Allowable over Madour 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Madour. The Examiner's rejection of this claim is respectfully traversed by 
Applicants. 

Generally speaking, the invention defined by independent claim 12 also relates to a 
method for use in managing data interconnections in a mobile communications network having 
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multiple PCFs and multiple PDSNs. As amended, independent claim 12 requires each of the 
following (emphasis added): 

receiving, at a redirection address of a first PDSN, a connection request from a 
PCF on behalf of a Mobile Subscriber (MS); 

determining the one of the PDSNs that corresponds to the MS; and 

directing the PCF to issue a connection request to a service address of the one of 
the PDSNs if the one of the PDSNs is not the first PDSN, the one of the PDSNs 
also having a redirection address . 

An example of the method defined by independent claim 1 1 is illustrated in Applicants 5 FIG. 4 
(described in the specification at page 11, line 23 to page 12, line 29). As shown in the 
communications system of FIG. 4, initially, when a data call involving the MS is initiated by the 
first PCF ("PCF 1"), the PCF 1 sends a connection request to a redirection address of a first 
PDSN ("PDSN 1"). Moreover, it is determined that a second PDSN ("PDSN 2") is the 
corresponding PDSN. As a result, PCF 1 is directed to issue a connection request to a service 
address of PDSN 2, where PDSN 2 also has a redirection address (similar to the redirection 
address of PDSN 1 initially used by PCF 1). 

Unlike the claimed invention, Madour does not disclose receiving a connection request 
"at a redirection address" of a PDSN, as required by claim 12. In addition, unlike the invention 
defined by claim 12, Madour does not disclose directing a PCF to issue a connection request to 
"a service address" of another PDSN that was determined to correspond to an MN, where this 
PDSN also has "a redirection address." In fact, Madour does not disclose any PDSN that has 
both "a service address" and "a redirection address" as required by claim 12. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claim 12 is allowable over Madour. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejection of this claim. 

Applicants also respectfully submit that, regardless of the patentability of independent 
claim 12, new claim 19 which depends from independent claim 12 is allowable over Madour. In 
particular, Applicants respectfully submit that nowhere in Madour is it disclosed that a PDSN 
receive a connection request at "a redirection address," where the receiving PDSN "[accepts] the 
connection request" if it is determined to correspond to the MS. 
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VI. The Rejections of Dependent Claims 2-3, 5-9, and 13-15 Under 35 U.S.C. 8 102(e) 

The Examiner rejected each of dependent claims 2-3, 5-9, and 13-15 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Madour. Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's 
rejection of these claims. 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 2-3, 5-9, and 13-15, each of which depends 
from one of independent claims 1, 4, and 12, are allowable for at least the same reasons that 
these independent claims are patentable as set forth above Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 2-3, 5-9, and 13-15. 

VII. Conclusion 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that this 
application, including each of claims 1-20, is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and 
prompt allowance of the application are respectfully requested. 
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